Undergraduate Ss rated a set of hypothetical task groups in terms of "favorableness" and "liking." These groups varied according to (a) memberto-leader affective relations and (b) member-to-member affective relations.
The purpose of the present study is twofold: (1) to determine, for both task-and relationship-oriented leaders, which of these two aspects of group atmosphere is more important in determining a potential leader's perception of group favorableness, and (2) to determine whether or not these two types of relations are perceived differently by different types of leaders; that is, according to task-or relationship-oriented leadership styles.
Method and Procedure
Leadership style. Fiedler (1967) has noted that Ss who described their least preferred coworker in unfavorable terms ("low LPC leaders") tend to be task-oriented. In contrast, Ss who described their least preferred coworker in favorable terms ("high LPC leaders") tend to be relationship-oriented; i.e., oriented toward maintaining harmonious interpersonal relations. In this study, 45 undergraduate males described their least preferred coworker on 17 bi-polar adjective scales (Fiedle.»-, 1967, p. 269). Only the upper third (high LPC) and lower third (low LPC) of the distribution of Ss on the LPC scale are considered here.
Task. Both the high and low LPC 5te were given written descriptions of four hypothetical task groups. Each group differed in terms of (a) favorable
vs. unfavorable member-to-leader O'-L) relations and (b) favorable vs.
unfavorable member-to-member (M-M) relations. Ss were asked to rate each group on two 9 point scales: (1) the favorableness of the situation for the leader, and (2) the S's own liking of the situation as a potential leader.
When this was completed, Ss were asked to rank the four groups in terms of "favorableness" and the "degree to which it was liked." 
Results
Inasmuch as Ss' rankings in terms of "favorableness" and "degree liked" were essentially consistent with the data obtained from the ratings on the two 9 point scales, only the latter will be discussed. Ratings of the hypothetical groups on the "favorableness" and "liking" dimensions were Table 1 can 
The three-way interaction noted in

